Education for sustainable development (ESD) often fails to consider the political dimension. To address this gap, this paper focuses on a specific political approach to ESD. The model presented is derived from the four sustainable growth targets of German Development Policy. Instead of relying on a neo-classical or neo-liberal economic paradigm, however, the goals of social justice, environmental sustainability, economic productivity and good governance are interpreted using a sustainability model. This model is anchored in a steady-state economy that has overcome the myth of unlimited material growth and seeks to stay within the limits of the planetís resources. The preconditions of good governance are outlined, and it is described how the state and civil society can contribute to this normative goal. In addition to social, ecological, economic and political components, the presented model for civic education for sustainability considers conflicts between different development components and the need for horizontal and vertical coherence. In conclusion, the paper shows that civic education for sustainability must aim to produce informed and empowered global citizens. Citizens should have the ability to employ their knowledge and skills responsibly through local and global civic involvement while also remaining aware of their own interests. Furthermore, it falls to educational policy makers to create national as well as international organisational structures that facilitate civic ESD.
modernisation via economic growth and industrialisation ñ to include a holistic matrix of environmental, economic and societal components (UN, 1992b) . This broad ñ but vague ñ notion of development continues to inform economic and political discussions on sustainability. Yet few have noted how difficult it is to coordinate the dimensions of sustainability in tangible political contexts.
Agenda 21 took crucial steps in socially anchoring the Brundtland model of SD. Education and awareness were the key aspects of the action plan, and they have since become some of the most important factors for developing a sustainable society. The questions we need to ask, therefore, are two-fold: What should be understood by education for sustainable development (ESD) 
? and What is the importance of politics in SD?
During the 1990s, it became apparent that the three dimensions of SD could not be successfully addressed without a functioning democracy and a strong participatory civil society (Brunold, 2009 ). The three-fold goal of SD is crucially dependent on factors native to a societyís politics and culture.
The UN Decade of Education for Sustainable Development (DESD), 2005ñ2014, committed the international community to establishing principles of SD in national education. Led by the United Nations Organisation for Education, Science and Culture (UNESCO), the DESD gave rise to many committees, strategies and evaluation programmes promoting this global initiative. With time, large discrepancies between regions became apparent concerning the speed at which ESD was being implemented (Ohlmeier & Brunold, in press ). An international survey conducted in 2009 (ibid.) found that scientific and educational experts responsible for realising the DESD in their respective countries interpreted ESD quite differently. The answers of scientific and educational experts from different world regions of the DESD to the question: What does a sustainable or durable development mean to you? are provided in Table 1 . Table 1 Meaning of Sustainable or Durable Development (Ohlmeier & Brunold, in press) Generation equality/responsibility for future generations 13.0 11.3 13.5 14.8 15.9 14.5
Participation in decision-making by the population and democratisation of the society 6.5 7.6 8.8 10.5 5.5 7.9
The creation of social and economic justice from the global point of view 9.2 10.1 9.4 11.5 11.8 11.0 On the basis of 12 predetermined categories, the surveyís authors found that the Arab States and the countries of Asia and Africa mainly focus on ìeducation for acting responsibly in matters of environmentî (16.8%, 16.5% and 15.3% respectively). By contrast, the countries of Latin America, the Caribbean as well as Europe and North America favour ìgeneration equality/responsibility for future generationsî (15.9% and 14.8% respectively). A striking finding of the study is the fairly low importance ascribed to the ìparticipation in decision-making by the population and democratisation of the societyî, with percentage values varying between 5.5% and 10.5%, for an average of 7.9%. Worldwide, this politically crucial aspect of SD is ascribed the highest level of importance by the Europeans (10.5%).
The international survey also found that experts carry out their projects in a variety of fields (Table 2) . The most popular, by a considerable margin, is environmental education (with a total average of 24%), led by Latin America and the Caribbean, the Arab states and Africa (28.5%, 26.7% and 24.3% respectively). The fields of democracy education and civic education play a much less important role (with total averages of 10% and 8.9% respectively), with significant differences among the worldís regions (between 6.8% and 12.1% and between 4.9% and 12.4% respectively). The answers of scientific and educational experts from different world regions of the DESD to the question: Which fields of action of Education for Sustainable Development are dealt with in projects of your organisation? are provided in Table 2 . The analysis of the surveyís results shows that effective implementation requires political and democratic resources to be deployed in national education systems. A ìtop-downî approach needs to be embedded in good governance patterns, while the ìbottom-upî approach necessitates a multitude of opportunities for participation by civil society. This is because individual education based on the sustainability model must go beyond environmental, economic and social issues (Ohlmeier & Brunold, in press ). Without considering politics and civil society, ESD will ultimately fall short. Imposed from above, it will fail to anchor itself in individual awareness and will ignore the creative potential of individual and civil society to help shape policy, which is indispensable for building a sustainable world. A successful educational policy for SD must aim to create educated and engaged citizens who are able to think about SD locally and globally. I will return to this subject again in section 3.
Civic ESD The Four Targets of SD
To take the political aspects of ESD into account, an analytic model is necessary that supplements the triple objectives of the UN with three preconditions for good governance: democratic government, far-reaching participatory rights and compromise. Such a model, which is already being used by the German Federal Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Development for identifying SD targets, illustrates the link between school subjects and professional structures (Figure 1 Figure 1 . The four targets of SD (BMZ & KMK, 2008, p. 25) The target of social justice encompasses social balance, social services and povertyreducing conditions; ecological sustainability contains environmental protection and natural resource management, biodiversity preservation and support for renewable energy; economic productivity includes trade and financial systems, growth with poverty reduction and economic cooperation. Finally, good governance consists of gender equality, human rights, democracy and peace. In view of sustainability concerns, however, some of the areas covered by the four targets are problematic ñ namely, poverty-reducing conditions, environmental protection, natural resource management and growth with poverty reduction.
The social target: Social justice. The emphasis on poverty in the SD targets ñ the item ìpoverty-reducing conditionsî under social justice and the item ìgrowth with poverty reductionî under economic productivity ñ reveals Germanyís reliance on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). These goals, adopted at the 2000 Millennium Summit in New York, aim, among other things, to reduce poverty by 50% worldwide by 2015 (United Nations Development Programme [UNDP], 2012). Despite the fact that there has been significant progress in reducing extreme poverty worldwide, it must be noted that the current neo-classical economic paradigm seeks to eliminate poverty by universalizing the Western lifestyle, along with its high rates of production and consumption and unsustainable ecological footprint. But, in many places, this approach has turned out to be inappropriate, not to mention environmentally disastrous. Cultures become ìpoorî only after they begin to strive after Western luxuries and comforts they never had before. Therefore many indigenous cultures have no word for poverty as it is understood in the modern developed world. And it is also why the notions of poverty, development and growth need an alternative economic model. That model must take into account the ìlimits of growthî developed by researchers since 1972 (Meadows, Meadows, & Randers, 1992; Meadows, Meadows, Randers, & Behrens, 1972 ; The Council on Environmental Quality, & the Department of State, 1980; Meadows, Randers, & Meadows, 2006; Randers, 2012) .
The ecological target: Ecological sustainability. That humanity as a whole is living beyond the means of the planet, is patently clear (World Wide Fund for Nature International, Zoological Society of London, Global Footprint Network, & European Space Agency, 2012). According to the ecological footprint approach advanced by Wackernagel and Rees (1996) , each year the world falls further into ecological debt. In 2008, the planetís ecological footprint exceeded its biocapacity ñ its capacity to provide resources and absorb wastes ñ by 50%. Put it another way, it took the Earth approximately 18 months to regenerate the resources (fishing grounds, forest land, grazing land, cropland etc.) that were used by humans in 2008. In the early 1970s, humanity crossed the critical threshold. Since then, the human demand on nature has been higher than the planetís ability to meet it. Even if population and consumption increase at a moderate rate, the Global Footprint Network (2012) data show that the capacity of two Earths would be needed to meet the demand by 2050. Based on average ecological footprint per person, highly developed countries make the greatest demands on the planetís resources. These countries consume three to five times their share of the worldís biocapacity (World Wide Fund for Nature International et al., 2012), which works out to be 1.8 global hectares per person (Global Footprint Network, 2010) . SD occurs only if it reduces the ecological footprint within a country or region and human demand does not exceed the available biological resources.
In Germany, discussion of sustainability revolves around strong and weak forms of sustainability. Both assume that human resources encompass both natural capital and manmade capital. Natural capital consists of things like air, soil, water, biodiversity and raw materials while manmade capital consists of things like machines, building, knowledge and social structures (Grunwald & Kopfm¸ller, 2012) . Strong sustainability preserves or furthers each type of capital. Weak sustainability preserves or furthers only their sum, viewing natural and manmade capital as practically interchangeable. According to the tenets of weak sustainability, a world could be called sustainable that was devoid of forests as long as ecological, economic and social functions could be replaced by manmade items like plastic, nature films, air conditions, synthetic scents, carbon sinks in mines or in oceans (Egan-Krieger von, Ott, & Voget, 2007) .
By contrast, proponents of strong sustainability believe that natural capital and manmade capital are complementary and seek to determine the limits of the demands that the economy can make on the biosphere. In the face of natureís progressive destruction and the increasing shortage of specific resources, they call for the permanent preservation of natural capital, which they regard as a limiting production factor in need of investment.
2 This includes maintaining critical reserves through the use of renewable resources and recognising the self-worth of sentient animals by protecting their natural habits. One of the merits of strong sustainability is that it grants future generations a choice: How can we know whether the people of tomorrow will approve of the substitutions we have made today? In this sense, strong sustainability is less ìdictatorialî than weak sustainability (Weikard, 1999 ; see also Egan-Krieger von et al., 2007) . It does more to address the basic needs of human beings while appealing to the sufficiency principle: just enough, but not more.
The economic target: Economic productivity. Against the backdrop of strong sustainability, I want to question the third economic target of German development policy: ìeconomic productivityî and ìgrowth with poverty reductionî. The biophysical limits to growth require an alternative model to the neo-classical paradigm. Ecological economists have worked to develop such a model, built on a robust body of transdisciplinary theory and evidence that takes into account the biophysical limits of growth (Daly & Farley, 2011 ; see also Common & Stagl, 2005) .
In Germany, several basic management rules have been proposed for preserving the natural balance (Mohr, 1996) . In the main, these rules agree with the principles of a steady-state economy (Daly & Costanza, 2009 ).
-The rate of consumption of renewable resources may not exceed their rate of regeneration (preservation of ecological capacity) on a long-term basis. -Given the limited capacity for absorbing pollutants, emissions must not exceed the environmentís ability to break them down. -Non-renewable resources should be used only to the extent that an equivalent renewable substitute can be found that can replace it in the future (rule of substitution). -Human interventions in the environment must be in balance with natureís ability to adapt to them. In a steady-state economy, the physical components of an economy are constrained endogenously by the limits of ecology. These physical components can be natural resources, human population and stocks of manmade capital. Daly (1991) has defined a steadystate economy as ìan economy with constant stocks of people and artifacts, maintained at some desired, sufficient levels by low rates of maintenance ëthroughputí, that is, by the lowest feasible flows of matter and energy from the first stage of production to the last stage of consumptionî (p. 17). The proponents of a steady-state economy acknowledge that the Western standard ñ ever more growth, ever more consumption ñ is not sustainable. And history has shown that technological progress and gains in efficiency cannot overcome the limits to growth in the long run (Huesemann & Huesemann, 2011) . By contrast, the steady-state model assumes that the economy is structured like an ecosystem and seeks to create a constant metabolic flow of resources from depletion to pollution within the assimilative and regenerative capacities of the ecosystem (Daly & Costanza, 2009) .
Although the steady-state model is market-based, the basic questions about the management rules for preserving the nature and distributing goods must first be politically decided. Only in this way, resources will be seen as scarce economic goods (Daly & Farley, 2011) . There are various specific policies for transitioning to a steady-state economy. They include cap-auction-trade systems for basic resources, an ecological tax reform, the limitation of income inequality, freeing up work schedules and the reregulation of international commerce (Daly & Costanza, 2009) .
To achieve an ecological economic model, prosperity and progress can no longer be measuredly solely by gross domestic product (GDP) and gross national income (GNI). The global challenges of the 21 st cannot be met without redefining progress. It is an established insight of current economic and political discourse that material economic potential suffices to describe neither prosperity nor a societyís level of sustainability. Indicators are now used that go beyond economic growth, taking into account ecological and societal criteria. This is especially true when it comes to measuring sustainability. For instance, the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) of the Index of Sustainable Economic Welfare links gross domestic production with ecological, economic and societal attributes, such as resource consumption, environmental impact, long-term environmental damage, income distribution, household chores, volunteer work, education, criminality, discretionary spending, the defence budget, the durability of production, public infrastructure and dependence on foreign investors (Redefining Progress ñ the Nature of Economics, 2014). In the United States, this indicator remained stagnant from 1950 to 2004, even though GDP more than doubled during this time (Talberth, Cobb, & Slattery 2007) . Like the GPI, the Happy Planet Index (HPI) considers criteria for sustainability, covering 151 countries. What sets it apart is that it combines life satisfaction and life expectancy values with an ecological footprint score (HPI, 2014a) . Depending on the ecological footprint, which in advanced industrial nations can be very high, the other co-determinants of the index may be unable to compensate, leading to a poor overall score (HPI, 2014b) . The Beyond GDP initiative of the European Commission (EC) and representatives of the European Parliament, the Club of Rome, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OEDC) and the World Wide Fund for Nature can be seen as a first step in redefining progress at an international level. This initiative has developed clear indicators for expanding GDP to cover environmental and social aspects of progress (EC, 2013a) . With this new enlarged GDP, other forms of costs ñ environmental degradation, resource depletion, higher income inequality ñ figure into the national accounts (EC, 2013b) . Social indicators provide insights into a broad range of social issues, concerns and trends, such as life expectancy, poverty rates, unemployment rates, disposable income and education levels. Environmental indicators shed light on such issues as human health, water pollution and solid waste generation. Well-being indicators measure peopleís general satisfaction with life and paint a more nuanced picture of quality of life with regard to jobs, family life, health conditions and living standards (EC, 2013c).
As we can see, the Beyond GDP initiative comprises not only quantitative aspects of economic growth, but also qualitative aspects of prosperity and productivity. But these sustainability-based indicators have the significant downside that they are still in an exploratory stage and have yet to be applied systematically on the international political level. Politics still faces the enormous challenge of establishing the framework for a steady-state economy, promoting qualitative growth within ecological limits.
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The political target: Good governance. The concept of good governance is a normative system of reference to evaluate the quality of political leadership and supervision. Like governance in general, good governance is based in neoinstitutionalism, which emphasises the long-term interest of agents in reliable and predictable exchange relationships (Czada, 2010) . The World Bank (1989), for instance, identifies the following points under good governance: voice and accountability, political stability and no violence, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law and control of corruption. The OECD (1995) goes further than the World Bank, stressing a wide range of criteria for good governance and democracy (Czada, 2010) , in particular: openness, transparency and accountability in democratic institutions; fairness and equity in dealings with citizens, including mechanisms for consultation and participation; efficient, effective services; clear, transparent and applicable laws and regulations; consistency and coherence in policy formation and high standards of ethical behaviour.
To the extent that states or statehood in general, can do very little to impose a hierarchical coordinating mechanism on a network-like system of structures, civil society and the economy are crucial elements of good governance for handling organisational tasks at the political level. As the multitude of global conferences on sustainability in the wake of Rio show, national state representatives no longer stand alone; increasingly, they are joined by an international network of nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) that represent the interests of a global civil society. They seek not only empowerment from below, but also the expansion of ìthe horizon of political responsibility, insofar as the forms of transnational cooperation bring to political discussion less the special interests of groups, regions, or nations than the question of whatís best for the world as a wholeî (Seitz, 2011, p. 244) . The authority of global civil society rests neither on democratically legitimised power of enforcement nor on quantitative economic resources. Rather, it is based on the convictions of volunteer engagement for the common good. In this sense, global civil society is a key supporter and protagonist of global culture: it represents the universal idea of global community and international human rights, oversees global affairs and helps transform the public sphere into a world public (Seitz, 2011) .
In contrast to the contra-hegemonic dynamics of NGOs, the concrete steps taken by national governments lie far behind the processes of globalisation. Messner (2000) describes global governance as ìa system of institutions and rules and new mechanisms of international cooperation that permit global challenges and cross-border phenomena to be addressed on a continuous basisî (p. 284). The system of cooperative global supervision is a variant of global governance that is still in the process of being developed (Messner, 2011) . Even as nations have lost their autonomy in many political areas through new structures of interdependence, they remain the main agents of international policy. They continue to make authoritative decisions and thus form the cornerstones of global governance architecture (ibid.). In contrast to the international regime theories proposed in the 1980s, governance without government (Rosenau & Czempiel, 1992) takes places today in a multicentric world ñ that is, in a world characterised by multilateral cooperation between governmental agencies and NGOs at the local and global levels (Commission on Global Governance, 1995; Messner, 2011) . In the face of climate change ñ the most urgent global governance challenge today ñ the strategic implementation of sustainability in the global political context has assumed immense importance. The goal of limiting global warming to two degrees Celsius ñ a target that will still pose serious problems for humankind (Randers, 2012) ñ will require an ìinternational cooperation revolutionî and a ìmajor global transformationî tantamount to a ìleap in civilizationî (Messner, 2011, p. 48) .
Components and Structural Levels of Development
For further structuring of these complex issues for school and educational processes, elements and operational levels of the four dimensions of development can be also shown in a coordinate system in which the quarter circles indicate the different operational levels straight through the dimensions (see Figure 2) . According to the analytic purpose and the current development, it can also be suitable to select the levels and elements differently.
Figure 2.
Components and structural levels of development (BMZ & KMK, 2008, p. 26) At this point, it must be noted in particular, that human actions in each of these four dimensions are mostly determined by distinguishable control modes at the respective level. For example, at the micro-level of the social environment the expectations of actions within a family are communicated predominantly by personal contacts which are mainly based on informal and socio-cultural role expectations. In this context, the individual action level towards SD refers to the balance between competing economic, societal, political and ecological forces. On the contrary, formal rules or juridical standards become more and more important from the meso-level, like the community, the province or region, upwards to the macro-level of nation, state and transnational unities. The highest operational level in this multi-level model is, ultimately, the world. At this level, the operational options can be realised, for instance, in using the opportunities presented by globalisation within the scope of the sustainable requirements. This is possible, for example, by state and civil participation in the United Nations, the World Trade Organisation, other multilateral organisations as well as bilateral co-operations for environmental and development policy, for peace protection etc. Therefore, regarding SD at every action level, it is better to orientate at the respective control modes. An example of this is the postulate that an analysis of conditions of personal peaceable behaviour in the immediate social environment contributes little to an understanding of war or peace in a transnational context, because the action levels are too different.
Conflict of Goals between Development Components
In order to understand the observable failure of processes of development initially declared as ìsustainableî, it is crucial to consider the tensions and the opposing aims which inevitably occur between the single dimensions of development. This is because the ecological, economic, political and social target dimensions of SD cannot always be related to each other in a synergetic or coherent way. The following illustration shows clearly that, in each case, significant incompatibilities of aims appear between two dimensions of development which can seldom be solved harmoniously and generally only in favour of one dimension of development to the disadvantage of the other (see Figure 3) . At this abstract level, this results in already existing inconsonant objectives: economic growth versus conservation of natural resources (cf. section 2.1.3); regulatory policy versus market forces; balance of interests in politics versus nature conservancy from the perspective of the environment; maximisation of growth and profit in the economy versus social justice; public welfare as a political aim versus particular interest groups and satisfaction of needs at a societal level versus conservation of natural resources from the perspective of the environment (cf. section 2.1.2). 
Horizontal and Vertical Coherence
Besides overcoming the tensions and conflicting aims between the dimensions of development of sustainability in the sense of a horizontal coherence, the question is also how the activities of both individuals and institutions from local, national and global levels can be associated practically. Therefore, the concept of vertical coherence refers to the demand that interaction between political decision-making processes and their effects at a local and global level must find a proper balance and mesh together to become effective in SD (see Figure 4) . The term ìglocal governanceî (Berndt & Sack, 2001) , coined as a reaction to the boundaryless nature of national politics, emphasises interdependency between political decision-making at the global and local levels. The slogan ìThink globally ñ act locallyî is also meant to express, for example, that locality and globality in thinking and acting cannot be uncoupled from each other. Against the background of this dimension-related and level-related model of development, the special challenge for sustainable policy and for sustainable behaviour of individuals is obviously to reconcile coherently the horizontal dimensions as well as the vertical levels within the model of SD and to allow synergetic effects. 
Conclusions and Future Prospects
The first section in this article showed that the neglect of politics in educational policy as well as in other contexts relevant to sustainability has engendered the need for a new approach to ESD. Accordingly, in section 2 a new model of civic ESD was presented that considers the political dimension as a complement to the original triadic focus on social, ecological and economic factors. If we presume a normative focus on strong sustainability and accept the assumptions of a steady-state economy, the model yields ambitious targets in the areas of social justice, environmental sustainability, economic productivity and good governance (see sections 2.1.1 to 2.1.4). Sections 2.2 and 2.3 drew attention to the structural levels of development as well as goal conflicts that emerge from the modelís target components. As discussed in section 2.4, in order to ensure horizontal as well as vertical coherence in SD policy, political as well as social actors are confronted by a range of highly demanding challenges. The model presented herein has numerous implications for (1) the education of individuals as well as (2) the organisational structures that are required in both an international context and in national education systems. These implications are discussed briefly in the following sections.
Acquiring Competencies in ESD
A key insight of the model presented in the foregoing is that individuals must be able to orientate their actions to the principles of sustainability in micro-, meso-and macro-sociological contexts. Citizens who are empowered with the ability to intervene (Detjen, 2007 ) must be politically aware and able to estimate the impacts that their behaviour will have at different social levels. This view of the role of citizen implies that he/she must have a relatively sophisticated understanding of democracy. The usual distinction in civic education between democracy as a way of life, as a social system and as a form of government (Himmelmann, 2007) means that citizens are faced with significant demands in three different domains. The concepts of civil liberty, constitutional equality, social solidarity, social cooperation and civil responsibility inform the notion of democracy as a way of life advanced by Dewey (1916) , who underscored the educational requirements for a functioning democracy. By contrast, democracy as a social system can be described using the concepts of pluralism, peaceful regulation of conflicts, solidarity, public and civil society. In view of the international dimension of SD, it becomes clear that individuals must act and cooperate beyond the confines of the nation state. Accordingly, global sustainability necessitates informed and empowered global citizens who are aware of conflicts between political, economic, ecological and societal goals, while also being cognisant of their own interests in global society.
In this way, ESD must seek to foster individuals who are capable of independent thought and action. To this end, educational policy must consider citizens in their entirety, as both rational and emotional actors. Specifically, ESD must facilitate the acquisition of a range of competencies, including factual knowledge, values, skills and the capacity for independent thought (De Haan, 2004) . To translate this general concept of education into an approach that serves specific political needs, Brunold (2011) and Ohlmeier and Brunold (2014) proposed a political-democratic competency model for civic ESD that is based on De Haanís eight competencies in ESD.
ìThese are -the competency to recognise and evaluate forms and conflicts of aims of political, economic, ecological and social ëvalue orientationí and their interests, as well as being able to act upon it, -the competency to develop skills of participation and intervention for own interests and interests related to the common welfare, as well as being able to act upon it, -the competency to engage in the civil society and civic involvement in democracy, -the competency to percept global challenges from multiple perspectives, -the competency to perceive human and civil rights and being able to represent them actively, -the ability to understand and form the link between local experiences and their global context in the global society,
-the competency to anticipate future risks and reflect the individual and global alternatives of acting and taking the responsibility of it, and -the competency to reflect the individual and cultural models which are provided by the media as well as to reflect consumption patterns and life styles as a political mature citizenî (Brunold 2011, p. 211ñ212 ). The ultimate goal of this model is to enable informed and empowered global citizens to use their competencies in a responsible way to strengthen their civil commitment on both a local and global level (Ohlmeier, 2013) .
Implementation of ESD
In addition to the hurdles that are associated with fostering the aforementioned competencies in citizens, tremendous challenges are posed by the need to create organisational structures for civic ESD in national as well as international contexts. Extensive efforts in this area have already been undertaken by the DESD. However, in this connection there are large discrepancies between the UNESCO world regions (cf. section 1.). Furthermore, the DESD expires at the end of 2014, and it is unclear whether the goals of the DESD will continue to be pursued in another institutional form.
Within the scope of the German contribution to the implementation of the DESD, it was asserted that the projects undertaken thus far are not sufficient for attaining the demanding goals set forth for ESD (German UNESCO-Commission, 2014) . This draws attention to the crucial need for permanent organisational structures to be created that translate the UNís projects into a basis for the long-term pursuit of educational goals ñ only then can success be achieved in the further development and interlinkage of activities; in the networking of actors; in the improvement of public perception of SD; in the improvement of international cooperation. Naturally, such organisational structures would have to pay homage to the fact that civic ESD is not just a top-down process that must be implemented in the educational system, but also a bottom-up process that must germinate in civil society (cf. section 1). __________________________________ 1 The following graphics were kindly provided for publication by Hannes Siege (GIZ ñ Deutsche Gesellschaft f¸r internationale Zusammenarbeit). 2 Anticipating that the idea of ìinvestmentî in natural capital may seem odd to some, Ott and Dˆring (2011) explained it as follows, ìIn our idea [of stronger sustainability], preserving and restoring soil fertility, protecting against erosion, creating naturally managed forests, replenishing fish stocks, keeping rivers and groundwater clean, conserving natural purification systems, and renaturation are all investments in natural capital. Expanding renewable energy can also be interpreted as an indirect investment in natural capital: it helps eliminate greenhouse gas emissions and strengthens ecological resilience against climate change and invasive species [Ö] . In some cases, though not in all, investments in natural capital need not be active; they can be allowed to happen naturallyî (p. 196) . 3 Besides the steady-state approach, there are other alternative models to the neo-classical paradigm of infinite economic growth. In Germany, they include post-growth economics (Seidl & Zahrnt, 2010 ; see also Paech, 2012 Paech, , 2014 . The dominant alternative in France is the idea of dÈcroissance or degrowth (Muraca, 2009 ; see also Latouche, 2004 Latouche, , 2007 . A more detailed account of these models is beyond the scope of this paper, however.
